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Art Unit: 2724 



DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eschbach in 
view of Robinson. 

Regarding claim 1 : Eschbach teaches a system (see fig. 1 and column 5 line 47-49) for 
processing object orient image data (see black pixel object, gray pixel object, and white pixel 
object of fig. 5 and color image object of column abstract) comprising: a parser circuit to parse a 
neutral image data (black and white of column 1 line 19) into black image data, grey image data, 
and white image data; and a neutral color processing circuit to process the black image data, grey 
image data, and the white image data. (See column 10 line 1-20) 

Eschbach does not specifically disclose a parser circuit to parse the object oriented image 
data into non-neutral image data and neutral image data, and the neutral color processing circuit 
processes only the black image data, grey image data, and the white image data. 

Eschbach teaches that an image can be divided into color image data (non neutral image 
data) and black and white image data (neutral image data) (see column 1 line 19), and that the 
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color image data and the black and white image pixel are to be processed independently. (See 
color separation process for color image of abstract) Robinson teaches the use of different 
processors to perform different tasks and each processor processes only a specific task. (See 
column 8 line 1-25) Eschbach and Robinson are combinable because they are from the same 
area of using a processing circuit (processor) to perform a task. 

Therefore, at the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide a parser circuit in Eschbach image processing system to parse the object 
oriented image data into non-neutral image data and neutral image data for the purpose of 
processing the non-neutral image data and neutral image data independently as suggested by 
Eschbach. 

Moreover, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Eschbach 5 s image processing system by having the neutral color processing circuit processes 
only the black image data, the grey image data, and the white image data as taught by Robinson 
for the purpose of increasing processing efficiency. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Robinson and Eschbach to obtain the invention as specify in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 2: Eschbach has disclosed all of the claim limitations as recited in 
claim 1 except a black processing circuit to process only the black image data; a grey processing 
circuit to process only the grey image data; and a white processing circuit to process only the 
white image data. 
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Robinson teaches the use of different processors to perform different tasks and each 
processor processes only a specific task. (See column 8 line 1-25) Eschbach and Robinson are 
combinable because they are from the same area of using a processing circuit (processor) to 
perform a task. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Eschbach 5 s image processing system by having a black processing circuit to process only 
the black image data; a grey processing circuit to process only the grey image data; and a white 
processing circuit to process only the white image data as taught by Robinson for the purpose of 
increasing processing efficiency. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Robinson 
and Eschbach to obtain the invention as specify in claim 2. 

3. Claims 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eschbach in view 
of Robinson as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Meir et al. 

Regarding claim 3: Eschbach has disclosed all of the claim limitations as recited in 
claim 1 except that the neutral color processing circuit processes only the black image data, the 
grey image data, and the white image data according to a selected feature set. 

Meir teaches to process an image according to a selected feature set. (See column 6 
line 55-60) Meir, Robinson, and Eschbach are combinable because they are from the same area 
of processing data using a processor. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Eschbach 5 s neutral processing circuit to process only the black image data, the grey 



Application/Control Number: 08878978 
Art Unit: 2724 



Page 5 



image data, and the white image data according to a selected feature set as taught by Meir for the 
purpose of selecting an image processing operation for an image. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Meir, Robinson and Eschbach to obtain the invention as specify in claim 3. 
4. Claims 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eschbach in view 
ofTai. 

Regarding claim 4: Eschbach teaches a method (see fig. 1 and column 5 line 47-49) ,of 
processing object orient image data (see black pixel object, gray pixel object, and white pixel 
object of fig. 5 and color image object of column abstract) comprising the steps of: parsing a 
neutral image data (black and white of column 1 line 19) into black image data, grey image data, 
and white image data; and a neutral color processing circuit to process the black image data, grey 
image data, and the white image data. (See column 10 line 1-20) 

Eschbach does not specifically teach to parse the object oriented image data into non- 
neutral image data and neutral image data, and to process the processed black image data, the 
processed grey image data, the processed white image data, and the non-neutral image data 
together. 

Eschbach teaches that an image can be divided into color image data (non neutral image 
data) and black and white image data (neutral image data) (see column 1 line 19), and that the 
color image data and black and white image pixel is to be processed independently. (See color 
separation process for color image of abstract) Tai teaches to process a processed black image 
data, a processed grey image data, a processed white image data, and a color image data (the non- 



Application/Control Number: 08878978 
Art Unit: 2724 



Page 6 



neutral image data) together. (See # 90 of fig. 1) Tai and Eschbach are combinable because they 
are from the same area of image processing. 

Therefore, at the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide a parser circuit in Eschbach image processing system to parse the object 
oriented image data into non-neutral image data and neutral image data for the purpose of 
processing the non-neutral image data and neutral image data independently as suggested by 
Eschbach. 

Moreover, it would have been obvious to process the processed black image data, the 
processed grey image data, the processed white image data, and the non-neutral image data 
together as taught by Tai for the purpose of printing a combined image of a non-neutral image 
and a neutral image. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Eschbach and Tai to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 

5. Claims 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eschbach in view 
of Tai as applied to claim 5 and in further view of Meir et al. 

Regarding claim 5: Eschbach and Tai have disclosed all of the claim limitations as recited 
in claim 4 except that the neutral color processing circuit processes only the black image data, the 
grey image data, and the white image data according to a selected feature set. 

Meir teaches to process an image according to a selected feature set. (See column 6 
line 55-60) Meir, Tai, and Eschbach are combinable because they are from the same area of 
processing data using a processor. 
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At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Eschbach' s neutral processing circuit to process only the black image data, the grey 
image data, and the white image data according to a selected feature set as taught by Meir for the 
purpose of selecting an image processing operation for an image. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Meir, Tai and Eschbach to obtain the invention as specify in claim 5. 
6. Claims 6, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tai in view of 
Robinson and Eschbach. 

Regarding claim 6:Tai teaches a system (see fig. 1 and column 5 line 47-49) for 
processing object orient image data (see black text object of # 70 of fig. 1) comprising: a 
rendering transform means (# 80 of fig.l) for transforming a color and color space of a color (see 
CMY of fig. 1) image and a black image (see K of fig. 1); and an image processing mean (# 90 of 
fig. 1) for processing the transformed image data together. 

Tai does not teach a parsing mean for parsing the object oriented image data into non- 
neutral image data and neutral image data and a neutral rendering transform means for 
transforming the color space of only the neutral image data. 

Eschbach teaches that an image can be divided into color image data (non neutral image 
data) and black and white image data (neutral image data) (see column 1 line 19), and that the 
color image data and black and white image pixel is to be processed independently. (See color 
separation process for color image of abstract) Robinson teaches the use of different processors 
to perform different tasks and each processor processes only a specific task. (See column 8 



Application/Control Number: 08878978 
Art Unit: 2724 



Page 8 



line 1-25) Robinson, Tai, and Eschbach are combinable because they are from the same area of 
processing data using a processor. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
provide a parser circuit in Tai's image processing system to parse the object oriented image data 
into non-neutral image data and neutral image data for the purpose of processing the non-neutral 
image data and neutral image data independently as suggested by Eschbach. 

Moreover, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Tai's 
image processing system by having a neutral rendering transform means for transforming the 
color space of only the neutral image data for the purpose of having a processor to perform only 
the specific task of color transforming for the neutral image data as taught by Robinson. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Robinson, Tai and Eschbach to obtain the 
invention as specify in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 7: Tai does not teach a parser circuit to parse a neutral image data into 
black image data, grey image data, and white image data; and a neutral color processing circuit to 
process only the black image data, grey image data, and the white image data. 

Eschbach teaches a parser circuit to parse a neutral image data (black and white of 
column 1 line 19) into black image data, grey image data, and white image data; and a neutral 
color processing circuit to process the black image data, grey image data, and the white image 
data. (See column 10 line 1-20) Robinson teaches the use of different processors to perform 
different tasks and each processor processes only a specific task. (See column 8 line 1-25) 
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At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
modify Tai's image processing system by providing it with a parser circuit to parse a neutral 
image data into black image data, grey image data, and white image data; and a neutral color 
processing circuit to process the black image data, grey image data, and the white image data as 
taught by Eschbach for the purpose of processing different image elements independently. 

Moreover, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Eschbach 5 s image processing system by having the neutral color processing circuit processes 
only the black image data, the grey image data, and the white image data as taught by Robinson 
for the purpose of increasing processing efficiency. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Robinson, Tai and Eschbach to obtain the invention as specify in claim 7. 



REMARKS 



7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Please see office action. 
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Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to King Y. Poon whose telephone number is (703) 305-0892 or to Supervisor 
Mr. David Moore whose phone number is (703) 308-7452. 

DAVID K. MOORE 

April 4, 2000 SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 

GROUP 2700 



